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PER CURI AM

Lanont Alvin MEl veen appeals his conviction for
possession with intent to distribute fifty grans or nore of cocaine
base, in violation of 21 U S.C. 88 841(a)(1) and (b)(1)(A (2000).
Finding no error, we affirm

McEl veen argues that the district court erred in denying
his notion to suppress. This court reviews the factual findings
underlying a notion to suppress for clear error, and the district

court’s legal determnations de novo. See Onelas v. United

States, 517 U. S. 690, 699 (1996). \When a suppression notion has
been denied, this court reviews the evidence in the |ight nost

favorable to the governnent. See United States v. Seidman, 156

F.3d 542, 547 (4th Gr. 1998).

Wth these standards in mnd, and having reviewed the
record and the parties’ briefs, we conclude that the police
of fi cers had probabl e cause to search the passenger conpartnent of
McEl veen’ s car based on the strong odor of marijuana, cigar rolling

papers, and the nunerous air fresheners. United States v. Carter,

300 F.3d 415, 422 (4th Cr. 2002). Since the police officers had
not found the source of the marijuana odor after searching the
passenger conpartnent, they still had probabl e cause to search the

next nost |ikely source of the odor, the trunk. See, e.qg., United

States v. Foreman, 369 F.3d 776, 780-86 (4th Cr. 2004). Thus the

police officers had probabl e cause to conduct a warrantl ess search



of the trunk, where they found the cocaine, and the district court
properly dism ssed MElveen’s notion to suppress.

McEl veen al so argues that the district court abused its
di scretion when it all owed a Drug Enforcenent Adm ni strati on agent
to testify from personal experience, derived from his |aw

enforcenment activities, about the |local drug trade. See Kunmho Tire

Co. v. Carmchael, 526 U S. 137, 152 (1999). Di stribution and

prices of drugs are not facts commonly known to a jury, and expert
testinmony offered to help the jury understand the quantity and use

of the drugs is relevant to the charged offense. United States v.

Barnette, 211 F.3d 803, 815-16 (4th Gr. 2000). This court has
al | oned governnent agents and police officers to testify as drug
experts in nunerous cases based solely on their experiences. See

e.g., United States v. Brewer, 1 F.3d 1430, 1435-36 (4th Gr.

1993); United States v. Hopkins, 310 F.3d 145, 150-51 (4th Grr

2002). Thus, we find no abuse of discretion.
The district court al so properly deni ed McEl veen’ s noti on
to suppress statenents nmade to police because MElI veen had wai ved

his rights under Mranda v. Arizona, 384 U S. 436 (1966). The

district court fairly concluded that MEl veen’s statenent, “I don’t
want to talk about it,” neant he did not want to tal k about where
he had gotten the drugs, not that he invoked his right to remain
silent. Arefusal to answer sone questions i s not an i nvocation of

the right toremain silent. United States v. More, 484 F.2d 1284
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(4th Gr. 1973). MEl veen never said he wanted to remain silent or
that he wanted a | awyer. MElveen told officers the substance in
his trunk was cocai ne before he declined to tell themwhere he had
gottenit. On this record, we conclude the district court properly
deni ed McEl veen’s notion to suppress.

Accordingly, we affirm MElveen's conviction and
sent ence. We di spense with oral argunent because the facts and
| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

the court and argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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